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RESUMO
Os reviews on-line são considerados um dos fatores determinantes nas decisões de compra, 
embora talvez não sejam tão eficazes para produtos que exijam estímulos sensoriais para 
avaliação e que não podem ser transmitidas adequadamente em ambientes on-line. Gerar 
imagens de consumo pode ajudar a mitigar a ausência de estímulos sensoriais para diferentes 
tipos de produtos, uma vez que um consumidor que consiga facilmente imaginar-se utilizando 
um produto no futuro pode realizar avaliações melhores e aumentar suas intenções de compra, 
porém pouco se sabe sobre o papel das imagens mentais no contexto dos reviews on-line. Esta 
pesquisa aborda estas questões ao conduzir dois estudos experimentais, demonstrando que a 
influência das valências dos reviews sobre atitudes dos consumidores é mediada pela 
facilidade de gerar imagens de consumo. Estes efeitos são moderados pelo tipo de produto, 
mas reviews neutros possuem efeitos mais fracos para produtos experience e mais fortes para 
produtos search. Estas descobertas contribuem para a literatura sobre valência de reviews e 
imagens mentais ao estender o conhecimento atual sobre reviews neutros e a moderação do 
tipo de produto nas visões de consumo.
Palavras-chave: valência de reviews on-line, tipo de produto, imagens mentais
ABSTRACT
Online reviews are considered to be one of the determining factors for purchasing decisions, 
although they may not be as effective for products that require sensory stimuli for evaluation 
and cannot be properly conveyed in online environments. Generating consumption imagery 
could help mitigate the lack of sensory stimulation for different types of products, since 
consumers that can easily imagine themselves using a product in the future might better 
evaluate product and have greater purchase intentions, yet little is known about the role of 
mental imagery in the context of online reviews. This research addresses these concerns by 
conducting two experimental studies, demonstrating that the influence of review valences on 
consumers’ attitudes is mediated by ease of generating consumption imagery. These effects 
are moderated by product type, but neutral reviews have weaker effects for experience 
products and stronger effects for search products. These findings contribute to review valence 
and mental imagery literature by extending current knowledge of neutral reviews and product 
type moderation of consumption visions.
Keywords: online review valence, product type, mental imagery
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In the current transitioning world of retail, the rise of digital commerce has led to a 
growing number of consumers seeking and posting opinions about purchases on the internet 
(Pan & Zhang, 2011) -  as of 2014, Amazon.com alone had over 80 million unique user 
reviews (McAuley, 2015). These user reviews are a manifestation of the so-called electronic 
word of mouth (eWOM), considered to be one of the determining factors of purchasing 
decisions (L. Tang, 2017), though its effects on consumer behavior may depend on review 
valence (i.e., positive, negative or neutral feelings), one of the most studied attributes of 
WOM (Chen, Wang, & Xie, 2011).
Online reviews are typically presented in written form (Park & Lee, 2009; Xu, Chen, 
& Santhanam, 2015), but can they be equally effective for all types of products? Some goods 
have experience attributes, like smells or textures, that are difficult to convey online and 
typically require physical inspection prior to purchase for evaluation (Luo, Ba, & Zhang, 
2012; Park & Lee, 2009). But when direct product contact is not possible, consumers use their 
imagination to evaluate the product (Orus, Gurrea, & Flavian, 2017), and evoking mental 
imagery could help alleviate the lack of sensory stimulation needed for evaluating experience 
products (Maier & Dost, 2018). For instance, a person reading a review about Bluetooth 
headphones might imagine him or herself putting on the headphones and how comfortable 
they might feel, what the expected sound quality would be like and even picture wearing them 
during a jog.
However, despite evidence that product type moderates the effect of online review 
valence (Park & Lee, 2009; Sen & Lerman, 2007) and suggestions from recent studies in 
advertising and psychology research that the conditions of product type moderation be 
investigated from a mental imagery perspective (Orus et al., 2017; Yoo & Kim, 2014), not 
much is known about how consumption imagery can be affected by online reviews of 
different types of products and valences. Addressing this gap in the literature, this research 
aims to contribute to extant theory by exploring the possible mediating role of imagery for 
user reviews, since the extent to which consumers can clearly and easily imagine themselves 
using a product in the future might affect their purchase intentions (Petrova & Cialdini, 2005; 
Schlosser, 2003).
Additionally, we propose that this mediation is moderated by product type and can 
be beneficial for reviews of experience products that contain detailed textual descriptions,
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since words that refer to objects or materials readily evoke multiple experiences related to 
human senses and can facilitate imagination of consumption (Yoo & Kim, 2014). For 
instance, describing specific textures can make the material qualities of an object more vivid, 
such as how smooth and soft a bed sheet might feel against the skin (McCabe & Nowlis, 
2003). Lastly, we also address the influence of neutral reviews on ease of consumption 
imagery, since neutral reviews contain less diagnostic information about advantages or 
disadvantages of product usage experiences and may decrease consumers’ motivation to 
process information, according to (T. (Ya) Tang, Fang, & Wang (2014), and ignoring their 
could produce biased effects.
The remainder of this research is organized as follows: a literature review of the 
effects of eWOM valence, product type and mental imagery on consumers attitudes and 
intentions, exploring how these variables interact; afterwards, two experimental studies are 
conducted in order to test the proposed hypotheses and their results are then discussed, along 
with their managerial implications, limitations and directions for future research.
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THEO RETICA L BACKGROUND 
Electronic W ord O f M outh Valence
Word of mouth (WOM) is recognized as an important driver of consumer behavior 
in marketing literature for more than 60 years (Kozinets, de Valck, Wojnicki, & Wilner, 
2010). With the rise of internet communities, a new manifestation of WOM denominated 
electronic word o f  mouth (eWOM) has appeared, mainly manifested as user generated online 
reviews, defined as . any positive or negative statement made by potential, actual, or former 
customers about a product or company, which is made available to a multitude of people and 
institutions via the Internet” (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004, p. 39). In average, 47% of global 
consumers’ online shopping behavior is influenced by reading reviews and comments, and 
this percentage can rise to 61% in emerging countries such as Brazil (PwC, 2017). Given its 
importance, researchers have conducted an extensive investigation of eWOM over the last 
two decades, mainly exploring how WOM influences purchase intentions, consumer attitudes 
and product sales (Cheung & Thadani, 2012), with valence (i.e., positive, negative or neutral 
sentiments in eWOM content) being one of most important attributes studied in the literature 
(Chen et al., 2011).
While the influence of review valence has received considerable attention, findings 
on their effects have been considered equivocal (King, Racherla, & Bush, 2014) or not 
straightforward (Purnawirawan, Eisend, De Pelsmacker, & Dens, 2015), with prior studies 
reporting either negativity or positivity biases for attitudes towards the brand (Lee, Rodgers, 
& Kim, 2009), product types (Park; Lee, 2009), persuasiveness (Zhang, Craciun, & Shin, 
2010), communication channels (Berger & Iyengar, 2013), sales (Floyd, Freling, Alhoqail, 
Cho, & Freling, 2014; You, Vadakkepatt, & Joshi, 2015), helpfulness (Yin, Mitra, & Zhang,
2016) and purchase intentions (Baker, Donthu, & Kumar, 2016).
These seemingly inconsistent prior findings probably result from the effects of 
WOM valence being complex and dependent of specific moderators (Pan & Zhang, 2011), 
such as consumers' prevailing uncertainty, that can increase due to negative eWOM 
information or also in online environments, since they offer limited cues for information 
processing and are unable to convey all sensory attributes for evaluating products (Park & 
Lee, 2009), like physical examination (McCabe & Nowlis, 2003).
Consumers can deal with uncertainty and limited sensorial input in digital retail 
environments using consumption imagery, since they can mentally imagine themselves
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consuming a product and experiencing its use prior to purchase, thus helping them deal with 
an uncertain future (D. Phillips, Olson, & Baumgartner, E995). Given that eWOM 
recommendations are typically presented in a text-based format (Park & Lee, 2009), using 
consumption visions for product evaluation is especially relevant (Orus et al., 20E7), since 
mental images of a product in these conditions is one of the few sources of information 
available to assist consumers in forming a judgment (Schwarz, E990; Walters, Sparks, & 
Herington, 20E2).
Ease O f Consumption imagery M ediation
Consumers can sometimes simulate mental images of future situations and 
consequences of product use by representing sensory information in working memory 
(Maclnnis & Price, E987, E990). This specific form of mental imagery has been referred to as 
consumption visions (D. Phillips et al., E995; Walters et al., 20E2) or consumption imagery 
(Petrova & Cialdini, 2005) and enables consumers to imagine what it would be like to interact 
and consume the product. For example, consumers intending to buy a new car could picture 
themselves behind the steering wheel and driving to work, as well as anticipating what their 
friends reaction would be (D. M. Phillips, E996).
Existing evidence suggests that the effects of consumption imagery can “lead to 
positive changes in attitudes, brand evaluations, and actual behavior” (Escalas, 2004, p. 37), 
with Yoo & Kim (20E4) finding that positive emotions resulting from the elaboration of 
mental imagery increases behavioral intentions. Since purchase intentions are consumer’s 
predictions about their own behavior, they are likely based on the ability to picture themselves 
consuming the product (Schlosser, 2003). Consumers’ purchase intentions may also be 
influenced by the ease with which they can imagine their future experience with the product 
when they process information, however research in this direction lacks attention (Chang, 
20E3; Petrova & Cialdini, 2005). Recent studies have found strong correlations between ease 
of imagining the product and attitudes and purchase intentions (Orus et al., 20E7) and shown 
that imagery fluency is an antecedent or precondition of mental imagery (Maier & Dost, 
20E8).
Using concrete wording is a way to elicit consumptions visions more easily, since 
words that refer to objects or materials such as “watermelon” or “leather” have tangible 
referents that readily evoke multiple sensory experiences related to sight, smell, touch and 
taste (Yoo & Kim, 20E4). Increasing the description of specific touch properties can make the
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material properties of an object more vivid, such as not only describing the dimensions or 
color of a towel, but also how soft it might feel against the skin (McCabe & Nowlis, 2003). 
Concrete words may be even more effective than concrete pictures in evoking mental 
imagery, since in the absence of visual aids the individual has no choice but to use the 
imagination to visualize the product or situation described only by text (Babin & Burns, 1997; 
Walters, Sparks, & Herington, 2007). According to Holbrook & Moore (1981), when written 
descriptions are translated into mental images and judgments are based on those images, any 
differences between pictorial and verbal treatments might be diluted.
Despite evidence that detailed verbal descriptions of actual consumption of products 
may encourage consumers to form consumption visions (D. M. Phillips, 1996), extant 
research on mental imagery has mainly focused on product advertisements and has not yet 
investigated its mediation role in the context of eWOM, considered an important source of 
information for consumers that typically presents descriptions of personal opinions and 
experiences about products. Valence of information might also factor into consumption 
imagery and may lead to a positivity bias in imagining future events, because individuals are 
disinclined to fantasize about negative future outcomes and more likely imagine positive ones 
(Maclnnis & Price, 1987). According to Escalas (2004), consumers engaged in mental 
simulations of themselves using a product with positive outcomes usually do so in the form of 
stories with a narrative structure, resulting in positive affective responses and fewer critical 
thoughts, and may end up liking the product more than if they had engaged in an analytical 
evaluation of the product. This view suggests that consumer imagery stimulated by content of 
a positive nature would also be positive and result in positive affect (Babin & Burns, 1997).
For instance, when reading a positive review of a pair of running shoes, containing 
statements such as “comfortable for all day wear” or “durable in all sorts of climates, 
including rain and snow”, the consumer might imagine going for a morning walk or jog and 
not having to worry as much if it starts to rain. These simulations with favorable outcomes 
would then lead to a more positive evaluation and attitude towards the product. But 
potentially negative stimuli, such as negative mental imagery of chores that might be elicited 
from reading about a washing machine, may lead to more negative evaluations (Maier & 
Dost, 2018).
The valence of eWOM may have minimal effects on product sales if  consumers lack 
motivation, defined by T. (Ya) Tang et al. (2014, p. 44) as “consumers’ desire or willingness 
to process product-related information”. However, Orus et al. (2017) found that ease of 
imagining the product was higher for consumers with low motivation, who use their
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imagination to raise affection toward the product. Given that positive emotions resulting from 
the elaboration of mental imagery can increase behavioral intentions and lead to positive 
changes in attitudes (Escalas, 2004; Yoo & Kim, 2014), we expect that both positive and 
negative eWOM review valences can affect consumer’s evaluations and attitudes towards the 
product, when mediated by how easy it is to imagine consuming or using said product. Thus, 
the following hypothesis is proposed:
H1: Ease of consumption imagery mediates the effects of review valence on consumer 
evaluations and attitudes towards the product.
The effects of review valence on consumer attitudes through ease of consumption 
imagery may also depend on the type of product being described in eWOM, since online 
products with high sensory requirements cannot be physically examined by consumers, 
making the purchase more difficult (McCabe & Nowlis, 2003). While past findings have 
shown that product type moderates the effect of review valence (Pan & Zhang, 2011; Park & 
Lee, 2009; Sen & Lerman, 2007), recent studies have suggested that the conditions of these 
effects should be investigated from a mental imagery perspective (Orus et al., 2017; Yoo & 
Kim, 2014), since product type could influence consumers to more easily form mental images 
of a product.
The Product Type M oderation
Products and services can be classified as having search or experience qualities. 
While search products can be evaluated using external information, such as user reviews, 
experience products have to be personally inspected prior to purchase (Nelson, 1974). 
Additionally, Holbrook & Moore (1981) classified products as utilitarian or hedonic, with the 
former referring to the functional, instrumental, and practical benefits of consumption 
offerings; the latter involves aesthetic, sensory, or symbolic benefits that must be sensed or 
experienced to be adequately judged. (Chitturi, Raghunathan, & Mahajan, 2008; Voss, 
Spangenberg, & Grohmann, 2003). Although conceptually different, marketing literature 
alternates between these categorizations when referring to product types and can even 
combine them, such as in Lin, Lu, & Wu (2012).
According to Peterson et al., (E997), the Internet could be a poor substitute for 
traditional transaction channels for consumers who would like (or need) to experience the 
product prior to purchase. Experience goods have features that cannot be easily 
communicated online, with attributes like shape and textures that require physical inspection 
for quality evaluation (Luo et al., 20E2). Some researchers differentiate search/experience 
products not only if consumers are able to inspect products prior to purchase, but also by how 
much they need to use their senses to evaluate goods with more experience qualities or if  only 
second-hand information (more search qualities) will suffice, since product attributes differ 
across channels. For instance, the smell of flowers is considered a search quality offline, since 
it is possible to evaluate it prior to purchase, but this is not possible online (Weathers, 
Sharma, & Wood, 2007). However, the differences between search and experience goods can 
diminish on the Internet by enabling consumers to learn the experiences of others and to 
gather product information that is often difficult to obtain in offline settings (Huang, Lurie, & 
Mitra, 2009). As previously stated, eWOM is an important source of information for 
consumers and reviews were found to increase the likelihood of purchase with greater impact 
for experience than for search products by Huang et al. (2009), and the authors call for more 
details on how information is processed for each product type, though review valence was not 
investigated.
There is evidence that product type moderation of review valence on consumer 
attitudes indicates a negativity bias (i.e., trusting and paying more attention to negative 
information) for search products. The results of Sen & Lerman (2007) show that negative 
reviews hurt product attitude more in the case of products with search qualities, such as cell 
phones or smart cameras, than for experience or hedonic products. An opposite effect for 
experience products may occur, resulting in a positivity bias (greater skepticism and less 
attention payed to negative information). This could happen due to consumers likely looking 
forward to choosing a product that will make them feel good and being in a positive mood 
when judging hedonic attributes, thus discounting and paying less attention to negative 
information contained in the hedonic product review, because it is inconsistent with their 
current or anticipated mood. This effect, however, should not occur for evaluations based on 
utilitarian attributes (Adaval, 200E).
One of the main differences between search and experience goods is the level of 
uncertainty regarding the quality of products prior to purchase (Luo et al., 20E2), and 
perceived risk and uncertainty increase along the search-experience product continuum 
(Purnawirawan et al., 20E5), which may elicit a negativity bias due to consumers’ aversion to
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risk (Pan & Zhang, 2011). Since online environments can’t transmit sensory attributes such as 
smell or touch, they may also increase consumer uncertainty for experience goods, which 
could also be magnified even further from negative eWOM information (Park & Lee, 2009). 
But when actual consumption is not possible and some of the product benefits involve 
sensory stimulation, elaborated imagery could be useful as a sensory substitute experience 
(Maclnnis & Price, 1987). Consumption visions enables consumers to deal with an uncertain 
future by providing images of themselves interacting with a product and experiencing its use 
(D. Phillips et al., 1995). Even without direct product experience, evoking mental imagery 
such as consumption visions could help consumers acquire enough information to make a 
purchase decision (Yoo & Kim, 2014) and thus alleviate the lack of sensory stimulation for 
experience products in online stores, as mental imagery also incorporates associated sensory 
experiences (Maier & Dost, 2018).
As mentioned previously, consumers are more likely to form consumption imagery 
when product attributes are depicted with vivid and detailed language (D. M. Phillips, 1996), 
such as more thorough product reviews. According to Petrova & Cialdini (2005), vivid 
information has been defined as concrete and image provoking, and the absence of vivid 
descriptions has a negative effect on product evaluations when consumers imagine product 
consumption. Experience products such as clothes may require a high degree of vivid 
information prior to purchase, but vividness and consumption imagery are thought to be less 
important when consumers focus on search characteristics and might actually be worthless to 
improve attitudes towards search products (Maier & Dost, 2018; Orus et al., 2017)
Therefore, while negative reviews are expected to cause more damage to product 
attitudes for search products, regardless of vivid information, online reviews for experience 
products might benefit from consumption imagery and negative information may even be 
discounted. However, recent studies suggest that focusing only on positive and negative 
product reviews while ignoring their neutral form produces a biased view of eWOM effects 
(T. (Ya) Tang et al., 2014), hence the seemingly asymmetrical moderating effects of product 
type on eWOM valence may also vary for neutral-valenced reviews and should be 
investigated.
N eutral valence
According to T. (Ya) Tang et al. (2014), neutral reviews can change consumers’ 
attitudes and purchase behaviors through different underlying cognitive mechanisms and can
EE
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be classified into two types: mixed-neutral reviews, which contain an equal amount of 
positive and negative information, and the indifferent-neutral form, containing neither 
positive nor negative information. The study by T. (Ya) Tang et al. (2014) found that 
indifferent-neutral reviews had a significant negative effect on sales of experience products 
(movie tickets) and call for a more in-depth exploration of the effects of neutral eWOM on 
product sales between search versus experience goods.
Some prior studies have analyzed neutral or moderately-valenced reviews and bring 
further evidence of a negativity bias for search products. When comparing the attitude 
towards the product from attribute-centric reviews for a search product (laptop), Wang, 
Cunningham, & Eastin (2015) found no significant differences between the positive and 
neutral reviews, but both were significantly different from the negative review, finding a 
ceiling effect for attitudes. This means that once the positivity outweighs the negativity in the 
review, how much the positivity degree varies is not important (Purnawirawan et al., 2015). 
As a result, while there is a possible negativity bias for search products, positive and neutral 
review conditions may not be significantly different.
For experience products, indifferent-neutral reviews contain less diagnostic 
information about advantages or disadvantages of product usage experiences and may 
decrease consumers’ motivation to process information (T. (Ya) Tang et al., 2014). Since 
imagery depends on motivation being high to process imagery-inducing stimulus (Orus et al.,
2017), this may hinder consumption imagery, leading to weaker effects for neutral experience 
reviews. As for negative experience reviews, consumers may discount negative information 
due to skepticism of reviewers’ true motivations to write a negative opinions for an 
experience good, such as lack of impartiality for personal reasons (Sen & Lerman, 2007), and 
thus the effects of negative experience reviews may not differ from positive experience 
reviews. For search products, it is expected that negative reviews should hinder consumption 
imagery and lead to less favorable evaluations and attitudes, while an opposite effect should 
occur for positive and neutral reviews, though conditions may not differ due to a ceiling effect 
for positivity degree, leading to the following hypotheses:
H2a: Positive (vs. negative) reviews of search products result in stronger effects on 
consumers’ attitudes and evaluations; For experience products, there is no significant 
difference between positive vs. negative reviews through ease of consumption imagery.
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H2b: Positive (vs. neutral) reviews of search products have no significant differences for 
consumers’ attitudes and evaluations through ease of consumption imagery; For experience 
products, positive (vs. neutral) reviews result in stronger effects on consumers’ attitudes and 
evaluations through ease of consumption imagery.
H2c: Neutral (vs. negative) reviews of search products result in stronger effects on 
consumers’ attitudes and evaluations; For experience products, neutral (vs. negative) reviews 
result in weaker effects on consumers’ attitudes and evaluations through ease of consumption 
imagery.
Figure 1. Conceptual research model.
Method 
Overview O f Studies
In order to test the proposed hypotheses, two experiments were conducted. The first 
study explored the indirect effects of eWOM valence (positive vs negative) on consumers’ 
attitudes and evaluations when mediated by ease of imagining, using fictitious online reviews 
for a backpack. The second study expanded upon the first by adjusting the manipulated 
review for more extreme valences, introducing an indifferent-neutral review condition and 
testing the predicted moderation of product type (search or experience).
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Experim ent 1
The goal of experiment 1 was to verify if the ease of generating consumption 
imagery would lead to a more positive indirect effect of review valence on consumer 
evaluation and attitudes towards the product (H1).
Participants and design. Two hundred and twenty-one individuals participated in 
an online survey via the Qualtrics platform and were randomly assigned to one of two 
conditions (eWOM valence: negative vs. positive) in a between-subjects design. Ninety-eight 
participants failed to fully complete the survey and thus were discarded from the data set. The 
final sample considered for the analysis in this study was 123 individuals (53% female, Mage = 
29.2, SD = 8.70).
Procedure. Participants were asked to evaluate information about a product sold 
online and randomly presented with a positive or negative user review of an unbranded 
backpack. Information about weight, internal size and build quality was presented on all 
conditions but varied according to their valence, using appropriate positive or negative forms.
M easures. After seeing the reviews, participants were asked to rate their attitudes 
towards the product (Orus et al., 2017) on a 7-point semantic differential Likert scale in terms 
of usefulness, pleasantness and desirability, among others (see Appendix A). Additional 7- 
point Likert scales (Newman; Dhar, 2014) were presented for the participants to rate their 
willingness to buy, pay or pay a premium price for the backpack, which were then averaged 
into a single indexed measure of evaluation (a = .897).
A 3-item measure was used to assess the ease of imagining the backpack (adapted 
from Orus et al., 2017): “After seeing the product information, it is easy fo r  me to (1) imagine 
how the product would perform/(2) picture m yself using the product/(3) picture myself 
enjoying the product”). Participants responded using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 -  
Totally Disagree to 7 -  Totally Agree. An index was created by averaging the three ease of 
imagining items (a = .807).
In order to check how the review valence was perceived by the participants, two 
items were presented on 7-point Likert scales. Answers for the first item (“the opinions 
expressed on the product review w ere...”) ranged from 1 -  Very positive to 7 -  Very 
negative, while the second item (“Overall, the review was more positive than negative”) 
ranged from 1 -  Totally Disagree to 7 -  Totally Agree.
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Results
M anipulation Checks. Initial analysis via an independent-samples t-test revealed an 
effective manipulation of review valence, showing that participants in the negative review 
conditions perceived the reviews as being more negative (Mneg = 1.91; SD = 1.01) when 
compared to the positive review conditions (Mpos = 5.99; SD = 1.14; t (121) = -20.9, p < .001, 
two-tailed).
Consum er attitudes and evaluations. Prior to testing the mediation predicted in H1, 
an independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare attitude mean scores for participants 
in the negative and positive conditions. A significant difference was found between negative 
reviews scores (Mneg = 3.28, SD = 1.05) and positive review scores (Mpos = 5.50, SD = 1.21; t 
(121) = -10.8, p < .001, two-tailed). Participants’ attitudes towards the product was 
significantly higher when exposed to positive reviews than negative reviews, as expected. An 
additional t-test analysis was performed in order to test consumers evaluation measures, and 
results show a stronger effect for positive reviews (Mpos = 4.19, SD = 1.46) than negative 
reviews (Mneg = 2.16, SD = 1.06; t (91) = -8.51, p < .001, two-tailed).
Ease of Consumption Im agery M ediation. In order to test H1, that ease of 
consumption imagery would mediate the effect of eWOM valence on consumers’ evaluations 
and attitudes towards the product, a bootstrapping analysis was performed (model 4 -  Hayes, 
2013). Results showed that review valence had a significant direct effect on consumers’ 
attitudes towards the product (Coef = 1.95, CI = 1.55 to 2.34), as well as an indirect effect 
when mediated by ease of imagining (Coef = 0.28, CI = 0.11 to 0.49). When the dependent 
variable was evaluation (see table 1), results show a significant effect of eWOM valence on 
ease of imagining (Coef = 1.71, CI = 1.27 to 2.15) and an indirect effect through ease of 
imagining on evaluation (Coef = 0.31, CI = 0.12 to 0.56). See Appendix A for complete 
regression results.
Table 1. Study 1: Effects o f  eWom Review Valence Through Ease O f Imagining
Attitude Evaluation
R2 Effect P LLCI ULCI R2 Effect P LLCI ULCI
Total Effect 0.49 2.23 < .001 1.82 2.63 0.39 2.03 < .001 1.57 2.48
Direct Effect 1.95 < .001 1.55 2.34 1.71 < .001 1.27 2.15
Indirect Effect 0.28 0.11 0.49 0.31 0.12 0.56
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Discussion
The main objective of this first study was to demonstrate that ease of imagining a 
product mediates the effect of eWOM valence on consumers’ evaluations and attitudes 
towards the product. Results show that when eWOM reviews are positive and mental images 
of product consumption are elicited more easily, consumers’ attitudes towards the product are 
improved. The next study will provide further evidence for the mediation effect proposed in 
H1 in conditions of more extreme or neutral valence, as well as investigate the moderation 
role of product type.
Experim ent 2
The goal of experiment 2 was to explore the moderating role of product type in 
influencing consumers to more easily form mental images of a product (Maier & Dost, 2018; 
Orus et al., 2017). Since the backpack tested in the first study has been categorized as being 
in-between pure search goods and pure experience goods (Xu et al., 2015), it was also utilized 
in this experiment. Additionally, wording of review information was manipulated to be more 
detailed and extremely positive or negative, since this may also have a greater influence on 
attitudes (Lee et al., 2009), and an indifferent-neutral review condition was introduced to test 
the proposed asymmetric variations of H2.
Participants and design. One hundred and seventy undergraduate students 
voluntarily participated in this experiment in exchange for course credits and were randomly 
assigned to one of three conditions (eWOM valence: negative vs. neutral vs. positive) with a 
between-subjects design. Participants that spent less than 10 seconds on the manipulated 
review page of the survey were excluded, since this was the minimum estimated duration for 
an adequate attention span on each condition. The final sample considered for this study 
consisted of 157 individuals (54% female, Mage = 24.39, SD = 5.56).
Procedure . A pre-test was conducted with random students in order to create the 
indifferent-neutral review condition, which was written in a more straightforward descriptive 
manner but utilized words such as “normal”, “average” and “adequate” to convey a sense of 
neutrality from the reviewer being ambivalent about the product. Pre-test results demonstrated 
that the review was perceived as being neutral/indifferent, averaging scores between 3 and 5 
on a 7-point differential Likert scale. As in the previous experiment, relevant information was 
presented on all conditions but now the negative and positive conditions were more extremely
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valenced, using for example “loved/hated” instead of “liked/disliked”. Additionally, more 
concrete wording was provided, such as “all black with a compact design”. Participants were 
invited to sit in a computer lab and answer an online survey on the Qualtrics platform, which 
randomly presented one of three conditions: extremely negative, indifferent-neutral and 
extremely positive reviews of an unbranded laptop backpack.
M easures. After seeing the review, participants were specifically asked to imagine 
that they were thinking of buying a backpack and to rate their attitude towards the product as 
well as their evaluations of the backpack, while also reporting how easy it was for them to 
imagine the backpack, all using 7-point semantic differential Likert scales. Afterwards, 
participants were presented with two items to assess experience qualities ( I t’s important fo r  
me to (1) see/(2) touch this backpack to evaluate its performance; a  = .712) and two items to 
assess search qualities (I can adequately evaluate this backpack using only information 
provided by the manufacturer about its characteristics; I  can evaluate the quality o f  this 
backpack simply by reading information about it; a  = .783), adapted from Weathers, Sharma, 
& Wood (2007).
There were no distinctly manipulated conditions of product type, as the product used 
in this experiment (a backpack) does not clearly belong to a specific type (Xu et al., 2015), 
therefore the experience and search qualities of the product were measured by averaging 
responses to the items and afterwards computing a difference between the average responses, 
a procedure used by Weathers et al. (2007). Finally a spotlight analysis was performed and 
this resulted in two groups, coded 0 = Search and 1 = Experience.
Results
M anipulation Checks. A one-way between-groups ANOVA demonstrated a 
significant difference in review valence scores for the three groups: F  (2, 154) = 141 , p  < 
.001; Post-hoc comparisons using Tukey HSD test indicated that participants in the negative 
review conditions perceived the reviews as being more negative (Mneg = 1.61; SD = .93) when 
compared to the neutral review (Mneutrai = 3.75; SD = 1.31) and positive review conditions 
(Mpos = 5.50; SD = 1.23;). We did not check for type of product due to the measurement 
nature of the variable.
Ease of consumption imagery m oderated mediation . In order to test hypotheses 
H2a, H2b and H2c, another bootstrapping analysis was performed (model 7 -  Hayes, 2013), 
with a 95% confidence interval (CI) obtained by running 10,000 samples, using an indicator
coding for valence groups as 0 = negative, 1 = neutral and 2 = positive (negative condition as 
baseline), and a second coding model with the neutral condition set to 0 as the baseline. 
Results showed that ease of consumption imagery did mediate the interaction effect of review 
valence and product type. Mean scores for ease of consumption are shown in Figure 2 by 
valence and product type. The regression coefficients of partial effects and their p-values are 









Figure 2. Means for Ease of Consumption Imagery by Valence and Product Type.
Table 2. Study 2: Regression Coefficients O f The Conditional Process Model
Ease of Imagery Attitude Evaluation
Neutral vs. Negative (X1) 1.28** 1.58*** 1.08***
Positive vs. Negative (X2) 1.50*** 2 75*** 1 87***
Positive vs. Neutral (X3) 0.22 1 17*** 0 79***
Product Type (Neutral =1) 0.80 -- --
Product Type (Neutral =0) -1.38*** -- --
X1 x Type -2.18*** -- --
X2 xType -1.57** -- --
X3 x Type 0.61 -- --
Ease of Consumption Imagery -- 0 24*** 0 37***
Constant 4 02*** 1.66*** 0.40
R2 = 0.15 R2 = 0.57 R2 = 0.58
F(5, 151) = 5.38*** F(3, 153) = 68.2*** F(3, 153) = 35.3***
Ease o f  Consumption Imagery
 Search  Experience
5:29-------- -
~-A£l 4.75
N egative Neutral Positive
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
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The relative direct and indirect effects on consumers’ attitudes and evaluations can 
be seen in Tables 3 through 5 and show that when the backpack was perceived as having 
more search attributes, positive reviews were easier to imagine and resulted in stronger 
indirect effects for both dependent variables when compared to negative search reviews; 
however, when the backpack was thought as an experience product, there were no significant 
differences between the positive and negative review conditions for the mediator and effects 
for attitudes (Coeff. = -0.015, CI = -0.21 to 0.19) and evaluations, thus supporting H2a. 
Complete regression results can be found in Appendix A.
Table 3. Study 2: Relative Direct Effects O f Review Valence On Attitude
Review Valence Effect p BootLLCI BootULCI
Neutral vs. Negative (X1) 1.58 < .001 1.16 2.00
Positive vs. Negative (X2) 2.75 < .001 2.32 3.18
Positive vs. Neutral (X3) 1.17 < .001 0.74 1.59
R2 = 0.45, F(2, 153) = 81.2
Table 4. Study 2: Relative Indirect Effects O f Review Valence On Attitude Through
Consumption Imagery By Product Type
Review Valence Product Type Effect BootLLCI BootULCI
Positive vs. Negative
Search 0.37 0.13 0.67
Experience -0.015 - 0.21 0.19
Positive vs. Neutral
Search 0.055 - 0.11 0.22
Experience 0.20 0.005 0.48
Neutral vs. Negative
Search 0.31 0.089 0.61
Experience - 0.22 -0.49 -0.014
Table 5. Study 2: Relative Direct Effects O f Review Valence On Evaluation
Review Valence Effect p BootLLCI BootULCI
Neutral vs. Negative (X1) 1.08 < .001 0.68 1.47
Positive vs. Negative (X2) 1.87 < .001 1.46 2.27
Positive vs. Neutral (X3) 0.79 < .001 0.39 1.18
R2 = 0.27, F(2, 153) = 42.1
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Table 6. Study 2: Relative Indirect Effects O f Review Valence On Evaluation Through 
Consumption Imagery By Product Type
Review Valence Product Type Effect BootLLCI BootULCI
Positive vs. Negative
Search 0.56 0.25 0.89
Experience -0.024 -0.31 0.27
Positive vs. Neutral
Search 0.084 -0.16 0.32
Experience 0.31 0.005 0.67
Neutral vs. Negative
Search 0.48 0.17 0.84
Experience -0.34 -0.69 -0.024
When comparing positive vs neutral reviews, there were no significant differences 
between conditions for the search product (Coeff. = 0.055, CI = -0.11 to 0.22), while the 
positive review (vs. neutral review) resulted in stronger indirect effects on consumers’ 
attitudes and evaluations and easier generation consumption imagery for the experience 
product, fully supporting hypotheses H2b.
Reviews of the search product in the neutral (vs. negative) conditions increased 
consumers’ attitude towards the product as well as evaluations (Coeff. = 0.48, CI = 0.17 to 
0.84), mediated by ease of consumption imagery; for the experience product, neutral (vs. 
negative) reviews were harder to imagine and decreased consumers’ attitudes and evaluations, 
provide support for hypothesis 2c.
Discussion. This second study further demonstrated that ease of consumption 
imagery mediates the effect of online review valence on consumers’ attitude towards the 
product and their evaluations, while also providing evidence of the moderating role of product 
type and its asymmetrical interaction, particularly with neutral reviews.
Results for the experience product type showed that although positive and negative 
reviews had no significant differences, as predicted in H2a, the neutral review made it harder 
to imagine product use and led to weaker outcomes when compared to both positive 
(supporting H2b) and negative (H2c) reviews. In contrast, negative reviews for the search 
product were significantly different from positive reviews, thus fully supporting H2a, while 
no significant differences were found between the same positive reviews and neutral reviews, 
as predicted in H2b likely due to a ceiling effect of positivity degree. Hypothesis 2c was also 
supported when results showed that the negative review of the backpack, when deemed as
having more search attributes, resulted in weaker effects on consumers’ attitudes and 
evaluations when compared to the neutral condition, indicating a possible negativity bias.
G eneral Discussion
Past research has provided evidence that product type moderates the effect of eWOM 
valence, but little is known about how user reviews could be mediated through consumption 
imagery, which could be particularly useful as a sensory substitute for the evaluation of 
experience products in online environments. We addressed these concerns by conducting two 
studies.
The first objective of this research was to demonstrate that ease of consumption 
imagery mediates the effect of positive or negative online reviews on consumers’ attitude 
towards the product and evaluations. Results supported our first hypothesis, showing that 
when reviews are positive and mental images of product consumption are easier to imagine, 
consumers’ attitudes towards the product are improved. These effects are linear, so negative 
reviews hinder imagination of product consumption and decreases attitudes and evaluations. 
However, extant literature suggests that product type may interact with ease of consumption 
imagery (Maier & Dost, 2018; Orus et al., 2017; Yoo & Kim, 2014) and also with neutral- 
valenced reviews, and thus a second study was conducted in order to explore these 
mechanisms.
The goal of study two was to test the moderating role of product type in influencing 
consumers to more easily form mental images of a product after reading positive, neutral or 
negative reviews and what effects this would entail. Valence of reviews were manipulated to 
be perceived as more extremely positive or negative, since extreme information has a greater 
influence on attitudes (Lee et al., 2009), while the neutral condition presented indifferent and 
undecisive information. A backpack was again utilized for the reviews, since it is relevant for 
the sample of undergraduate students and is considered an in-between product with search or 
experience attributes.
Results found support for all three proposed hypotheses: when respondents felt it was 
more important to see or touch the backpack in order to evaluate its performance (i.e. more 
experience qualities) instead of only relying on the presented information, results showed a U- 
shaped effect: the neutral review for experience attributes made it harder to imagine product 
use and led to weaker outcomes when compared to both positive and negative reviews,
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although these had no significant differences. In contrast, negative reviews for the search 
product were significantly different from positive reviews, while no significant differences 
were found between the same positive reviews and neutral reviews for the search product 
type.
Theoretical and M anagerial Implications
These findings corroborate the extant literature on the moderating role of product type 
both on eWOM valence and ease of consumption imagery, while extending past research to 
show a moderated mediation model, with product type acting as a moderator of the indirect 
effect of review valence on consumers’ attitudes and evaluations through ease of consumption 
imagery.
Consistent with past studies (e.g. Sen & Lerman, 2007), our results indicated a 
negativity bias for search products, meaning the negative review information was more salient 
and caused more damage to product attitudes, as well as hindering the generation of 
consumption images, when compared to the positive condition. As a possible explanation, 
Maier & Dost (2018) suggested that mental images of using products with search 
characteristics, such as a washing machine, are less important than experience products, with 
some scholars deeming vivid information as being worthless to improve consumers’ attitudes 
towards a search product (Orus et al., 2017; Weathers et al., 2007). An alternative explanation 
may lie on our choice of product (a backpack), that when perceived as having more search 
attributes may also create negative work-related feelings that increase with the vividness 
stimuli of the information (Maier & Dost, 2018).
Additionally, this study also found evidences of more asymmetric effects when the 
neutral-valenced condition is tested. For search products, the neutral review was perceived as 
more moderately positive, although there were no significant differences when compared to 
the extremely positive condition, showing a ceiling effect for evaluations and attitudes, also 
found by Purnawirawan et al. (2015). The authors argue that this may occur due to 
confirmation bias, when people are more likely to consider information consistent with their 
predispositions and give more weight to positive than negative reviews to form their attitudes, 
but the influence of positivity degree is unimportant once positivity outweighs negativity.
Regarding the experience product, positive vs. negative conditions were not 
significantly different, but the neutral condition led to worse effects for ease of consumption 
imagery and product attitudes and evaluations, which was not the case in the neutral condition
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for the search product moderation. This may have occurred due to indifferent-neutral reviews 
containing less diagnostic information about product use, lowering consumers’ motivation to 
generate consumption imagery and leading to a worse evaluation of experience products, 
since the imagery-inducing stimulus imagery depends on motivation being sufficiently high to 
be processed (Orus et al., 2017; T. (Ya) Tang et al., 2014).
Alternatively, the reduced negativity effect for the negative experience reviews may 
result from consumers skepticism of reviewers’ true motivations to write a negative review 
for an experience good (personal reasons unrelated to the product’s quality), and this distrust 
could result in consumers discounting the negative information or just pay less attention to 
them (Sen & Lerman, 2007). Another possible explanation may point to the different imagery 
abilities of individuals, who may not be impacted by vivid information in the same manner 
and would find imagining even a positive product experience more difficult, which would 
lower the likelihood of choosing the product. (Petrova & Cialdini, 2005).
These findings also offer managerial implications for marketers and online review 
platforms. There is a continuing relevance of a search vs. experience product distinction in e­
commerce (Maier & Dost, 2018), and while the mere presence of online reviews may drive 
product sales and influence consumers attitudes and evaluations, platform holders should be 
wary of specific types of content such as neutral reviews, that lack enough concrete diagnostic 
information, may result in negative effects on consumers’ attitudes and purchase intentions 
towards experience products. According to T. (Ya) Tang et al. (2014), existing business 
practices tends to focus only on positive and negative reviews and ignore neutral content, that 
can influence business performance either directly or indirectly.
Online retailers could optimize their review request forms in order to incentivize 
reviewer to include more vividly detailed descriptions that could help consumers form better 
judgments by easily evoking consumption imagery, since most reviews are still presented 
only textually and even the inclusion of static images may not be enough to improve mental 
imagery.
Limitations and F uture Research
This research has several limitations. First, product type was measured instead of 
manipulated, using the same product (backpack) in all conditions. Although a backpack does 
not clearly belong to a specific product type, classified as being an in-between search and 
experience good (Girard & Dion, 2010), products that fall too close to the center may be
difficult to classify (Mudambi & Schuff, 2010). Past studies that utilized the same product 
showed that participants didn’t evaluate backpacks on the basis of affective considerations 
(Adaval, 2001), while other findings suggested that the backpack's texture, color, and spatial 
attributes may give it stronger experience characteristics in more vivid and concrete formats 
such as videos (Xu et al., 2015). Additionally, search/experience qualities were measured at 
product level and critical attributes that drove perceptions of each product type were not 
determined, as in Weathers et al. (2007). Future studies could opt for direct manipulation of 
distinct search and experience products or services.
Second, respondents only saw a single review, instead of a more balanced and 
realistic approach of a mixture of various positive, negative and neutral reviews. Although 
online platforms likely contain a mix of both positive and negative reviews for most products, 
instead of presenting single isolated reviews, Purnawirawan et al. (2015) did not find any 
significant effects of valence type (single review set vs. set of several reviews) or the number 
of reviews on their meta-analysis, other studies conclude that eWOM volume has a stronger 
impact on sales than eWOM valence and suggest further investigations into a composite 
metric of valence-volume (Babic Rosario, Sotgiu, De Valck, & Bijmolt, 2016).
Third, like the aforementioned balanced set of positive and negative reviews, neutral 
reviews may also contain equal amounts of positive and negative information, being classified 
by T. (Ya) Tang et al. (2014) as mixed-neutral, as opposed to the indifferent-neutral condition 
utilized in our second study. Distinguishing neutral reviews may provide plausible 
explanations for inconsistent findings related to positive and negative reviews and effects on 
product sales.
Finally, further manipulations of vividness beyond concrete wording should be 
investigated. Even though eWOM reviews are typically presented in a text-based format (Park 
& Lee, 2009), past advertising literature suggests that a combination of textual content 
consisting of instructions to imagine combined with concrete-style pictures may be more 
effective in evoking consumption visions than textual content featuring concrete words and no 
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Study 1 -  PROCESS O utputs -  DV Attitude















R R-sq MSE F df1 df2 p


























R R-sq MSE F df1 df2 P
,7543 , 5689 1,0874 79,1858 2,0000 120,0000 , 0000
Model
coeff se t P LLCI ULCI
constant 2,2548 , 2570 8,7737 , 0000 1,7460 2,7636
IV Valen 1,9486 ,1995 9,7691 , 0000 1,5536 2,3435
M Imagin ,2415 , 0530 4,5597 , 0000 ,1367 , 3464




R R-sq MSE F df1 df2 P
,7030 , 4942 1,2653 118,2417 1,0000 121,0000 , 0000
Model
coeff se t P LLCI ULCI
constant 3,2796 ,1344 24,3933 , 0000 3,0134 3,5458
IV Valen 2,2271 , 2048 10,8739 , 0000 1,8217 2,6326
************** t o t a l , DIRECT, AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON Y **************
Total effect of X on Y
Effect se t P LLCI ULCI c p s
2,2271 , 2048 10,8739 , 0000 1,8217 2,6326 1,4139
Direct effect of X on Y
Effect se t P LLCI ULCI c' Ps
1,9486 ,1995 9,7691 , 0000 1,5536 2,3435 1,2370
38
Indirect effect(s) of X on Y:
Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
M_Imagin ,2786 ,1003 ,1062 ,4990
Partially standardized indirect effect(s) of X on Y:
Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
M_Imagin ,1768 ,0605 ,0704 ,3068
*********************** a n a l y s i s n o t e s  a n d  e r r o r s  ************************
Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output: 95,0000
Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals: 10000
Study 1 -  PROCESS O utputs -  DV Evaluation















R R-sq MSE F df1 df2 p
,3063 ,0938 3,2029 12,5274 1,0000 121,0000 , 0006
Model
coeff se t p LLCI ULCI
constant 4,2429 ,2139 19,8352 , 0000 3,8194 4,6663





R R-sq MSE F df1 df2 p
, 6980 , 4873 1,3406 57,0165 2,0000 120,0000 , 0000
Model
coeff se t p LLCI ULCI
constant 1,0020 , 2853 3,5114 , 0006 , 4370 1,5669
IV Valen 1,7115 ,2215 7,7279 , 0000 1,2730 2,1499
M Imagin ,2734 , 0588 4,6484 , 0000 ,1569 , 3898





















* * * * * * * * * * * * * * TOTAL, DIRECT, AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON Y * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Total effect of X on Y
Effect se t
2,0268 ,2281 8,8868
























Partially standardized indirect effect(s) of X on Y:
Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
M_Imagin ,1966 ,0654 ,0804 ,3358
*********************** a n a l y s i s n o t e s  a n d  e r r o r s  ************************
Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output: 95,0000
Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals: 10000
Study 2 -  PROCESS O utputs -  DV Attitude 
(valence coding: negative = 0, neutral = 1, positive = 2)






















R R-sq MSE df1 df2
,3890 ,1513 2,0515 5,3839 5,0000 151,0000 ,0(
Model
coeff se t P LLCI ULCI
constant 4,0159 ,3126 12,8486 , 0000 3,3983 4,6334
X1 1,2775 , 4240 3,0131 , 0030 , 4398 2,1151
X2 1,5026 ,4167 3,6057 , 0004 ,6793 2,3260
Search v ,7952 , 4075 1,9514 , 0529 -,0099 1,6004
Int 1 -2,1805 , 5647 -3,8615 , 0002 -3,2962 -1,0648
Int 2 -1,5671 , 5693 -2,7526 , 0066 -2,6919 -,4422
Product terms key:
Int 1 : X1 x Search v
Int 2 : X2 x Search v
F P
00
Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):
R2-chng F df1 df2 p
X*W ,0882 7,8471 2,0000 151,0000 ,0006
Focal predict: IV_Valen (X)
Mod var: Search_v (W)























Test of equality of conditional means
F df1 df2 p
7,2491 2,0000 151,0000 ,0010


























Test of equality of conditional means
F df1 df2 p
3,5471 2,0000 151,0000 ,0312









R R-sq MSE F df1 df2 p




































****************** DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON Y *****************
Relative direct effects of X on Y
Effect se t p LLCI ULCI
X1 1,5823 ,2114 7,4851 ,0000 1,1646 1,9999
X2 2,7488 ,2167 12,6826 ,0000 2,3206 3,1770
t
Q j
Omnibus test of direct effect of X on Y:
R2-chng F df1 df2 p
,4541 81,2142 2,0000 153,0000 ,0000
Relative conditional indirect effects of X on Y:
INDIRECT EFFECT:
IV_Valen -> M_Imagin -> DV_Atitu
Search_v Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
X1 ,0000 ,3128 ,1324 ,0905 ,6042
X1 1,0000 -,2211 ,1203 -,4863 -,0140
Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects): 
Index BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
Search_v -,5340 ,2036 -,9778 -,1824
Search_v Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
X2 ,0000 ,3680 ,1376 ,1303 ,6680
X2 1,0000 -,0158 ,0989 -,2138 ,1882
Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects): 
Index BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
Search_v -,3837 ,1680 -,7523 -,0958
*********************** a n a l y s i s n o t e s  a n d  e r r o r s  ************************
Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output: 95,0000
Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals: 10000
Study 2 -  PROCESS O utputs -  DV Evaluation 
(valence coding: negative = 0, neutral = 1, positive = 2)






















R R-sq MSE F df1 df2 p
,3890 ,1513 2,0515 5,3839 5,0000 151,0000 ,0001
Model
coeff se t p LLCI ULCI
constant 4,0159 ,3126 12,8486 ,0000 3,3983 4,6334
42
X1 1,2775 , 4240 3,0131 , 0030 , 4398 2,1151
X2 1,5026 ,4167 3,6057 , 0004 ,6793 2,3260
Search v ,7952 , 4075 1,9514 , 0529 -,0099 1,6004
Int_1 -2,1805 , 5647 -3,8615 , 0002 -3,2962 -1,0648
Int_2 -1,5671 , 5693 -2,7526 , 0066 -2,6919 -,4422
Product terms key:
Int 1 : X1 x Search v
Int 2 : X2 x Search v
Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):
R2-chng F df1 df2 p
X*W ,0882 7,8471 2,0000 151,0000 ,0006
Focal predict: IV_Valen (X)
Mod var: Search_v (W)























Test of equality of conditional means
F df1 df2 p
7,2491 2,0000 151,0000 ,0010


























Test of equality of conditional means
F df1 df2 p
3,5471 2,0000 151,0000 ,0312









R R-sq MSE df1 df2
,7123 , 5074 1,0413 52,5395 3,0000 153,0000 ,0(
Model
coeff se t p LLCI ULCI
constant ,3980 , 2829 1,4069 ,1615 -,1609 ,9570
X1 1,0778 ,1993 5,4085 , 0000 , 6841 1,4715
X2 1,8659 , 2043 9,1319 , 0000 1,4623 2,2696




****************** DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON Y *****************
Relative direct effects of X on Y
Effect se t p LLCI ULCI
X1 1,0778 ,1993 5,4085 ,0000 ,6841 1,4715
X2 1,8659 ,2043 9,1319 ,0000 1,4623 2,2696
Omnibus test of direct effect of X on Y:
R2-chng F df1 df2 p
,2712 42,1259 2,0000 153,0000 ,0000
Relative conditional indirect effects of X on Y:
INDIRECT EFFECT:
IV_Valen -> M_Imagin -> DV_EVALU
Search_v Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
X1 ,0000 ,4774 ,1678 ,1653 ,8343
X1 1,0000 -,3375 ,1701 -,7016 -,0305
Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects): 
Index BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
Search_v -,8148 ,2557 -1,3543 -,3536
Search_v Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
X2 ,0000 ,5615 ,1580 ,2700 ,8923
X2 1,0000 -,0241 ,1455 -,3193 ,2591
Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects): 
Index BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
Search_v -,5856 ,2124 -1,0263 -,1919
*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************
Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output: 95,0000
Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals: 10000
Study 2 -  PROCESS O utputs -  DV Attitude 
(valence coding: neutral = 0, negative = 1, positive = 2)






















R R-sq MSE df1 df2
,3890 ,1513 2,0515 5,3839 5,0000 151,0000 ,0(
Model
coeff se t p LLCI ULCI
constant 5,2933 , 2865 18,4784 , 0000 4,7273 5,8593
X1 -1,2775 , 4240 -3,0131 , 0030 -2,1151 -,4398
X2 ,2252 ,3975 ,5664 ,5719 -,5603 1,0107
Search v -1,3853 ,3909 -3,5439 , 0005 -2,1576 -,6130
Int_1 2,1805 , 5647 3,8615 , 0002 1,0648 3,2962
Int_2 ,6134 , 5575 1,1003 ,2730 -,4881 1,7150
Product terms key:
Int_1 : X1 x Search v
Int_2 : X2 x Search v
Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):
R2-chng F df1 df2 p
X*W ,0882 7,8471 2,0000 151,0000 ,0006
Focal predict: IV_ValCo (X)
Mod var: Search_v (W)
Conditional effects of the focal predictor at values of the moderator(s):
Moderator value(s):
Search_v ,0000
Effect se t p LLCI ULCI
X1 -1,2775 ,4240 -3,0131 ,0030 -2,1151 -,4398
X2 ,2252 ,3975 ,5664 ,5719 -,5603 1,0107
Test of equality of conditional means
F df1 df2 p
7,2491 2,0000 151,0000 ,0010



























Test of equality of conditional means
F df1 df2 p
3,5471 2,0000 151,0000 ,0312









R R-sq MSE F df1 df2 p
,7565 ,5723 1,1716 68,2441 3,0000 153,0000 ,0000
F p
Model
coeff se t P LLCI ULCI
constant 3,2378 3013 10,7470 , 0000 2,6426 3,8330
X1 -1,5823 ,2114 -7,4851 , 0000 -1,9999 -1,1646
X2 1,1665 2131 5,4735 , 0000 ,7455 1,5876
M Imagin , 2449 0578 4,2390 , 0000 ,1308 ,3590
****************** DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON Y *****************
Relative direct effects of X on Y
Effect se t p
X1 -1,5823 ,2114 -7,4851 ,0000
X2 1,1665 ,2131 5,4735 ,0000
Omnibus test of direct effect of X on Y:
R2-chng F df1 df2




























Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects): 
Index BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI




Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
,0551 ,0849 -,1083 ,2357
,2054 ,1237 -,0007 ,4778
Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects): 
Index BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
Search_v ,1502 ,1456 -,1133 ,4689
*********************** a n a l y s i s n o t e s  a n d  e r r o r s  ************************
Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output: 95,0000
Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals: 10000
Study 2 -  PROCESS O utputs -  DV Evaluation 
(valence coding: neutral = 0, negative = 1, positive = 2)













Coding of categorical X variable for analysis: 








R R-sq MSE F df1 df2 P
,3890 ,1513 2,0515 5,3839 5,0000 151,0000 , 0001
Model
coeff se t P LLCI ULCI
constant 5,2933 , 2865 18,4784 , 0000 4,7273 5,8593
X1 -1,2775 , 4240 -3,0131 , 0030 -2,1151 -,4398
X2 ,2252 ,3975 ,5664 ,5719 -,5603 1,0107
Search v -1,3853 ,3909 -3,5439 , 0005 -2,1576 -,6130
Int_1 2,1805 , 5647 3,8615 , 0002 1,0648 3,2962
Int_2 ,6134 , 5575 1,1003 ,2730 -,4881 1,7150
Product terms key:
Int 1 : X1 x Search v
Int 2 : X2 x Search v












Focal predict: IV_ValCo (X)
Mod var: Search_v (W)




X1 -1,2775 ,4240 -3,0131










Test of equality of conditional means
F df1 df2 p
7,2491 2,0000 151,0000 ,0010



























Test of equality of conditional means
F df1 df2 p
3,5471 2,0000 151,0000 ,0312









R R-sq MSE F df1 df2 P
,7123 ,5074 1,0413 52,5395 3,0000 153,0000 ,0000
Model
coeff se t P LLCI ULCI
constant 1,4759 ,2840 5,1963 , 0000 ,9148 2,0370
X1 -1,0778 ,1993 -5,4085 ,0000 -1 ,4715 -,6841
X2 ,7881 ,2009 3,9223 , 0001 ,3911 1,1850
M Imagin ,3737 ,0545 6,8615 , 0000 ,2661 ,4813
****************** DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON Y *****************
Relative direct effects of X on Y
Effect se t P LLCI ULCI
X1 -1,0778 ,1993 -5,4085 0000 -1,4715 -,6841
X2 ,7881 ,2009 3,9223 0001 ,3911 1,1850
Omnibus test of direct effect of X on Y:
R2-chng F df1 df2 P
,2712 42,1259 2,0000 153,0000 , 0000



















Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects): 
Index BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI




Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
,0841 ,1236 -,1598 ,3277
,3134 ,1745 -,0052 ,6768
Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects): 
Index BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
Search v ,2292 ,2132 -,1665 ,6716
*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************ 
Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output: 95,0000





A pesquisa que você está prestes a responder tem como objetivo avaliar informações sobre 
um produto vendido em uma loja online. Lembramos que as suas respostas são totalmente 
confidenciais e serão utilizadas apenas para fins unicamente acadêmicos, sendo analisadas em 
conjunto. Você levará cerca de 10 minutos para concluir a sua participação. Muito obrigado! 
Guilherme Conter - guilhermeconter@gmail.com
CONDIÇÃO 1 - TEXTO POSITIVO
Avalie o conteúdo a seguir. É essencial que você realmente preste atenção, então leve o tempo 
que precisar.
Gostei desta mochila
Por Luisa em 4 de maio de 2018
Oi pessoal, vou falar um pouquinho sobre a mochila que comprei aqui pelo site. Eu estava 
procurando uma mochila que tivesse mais espaço para as minhas coisas e que fosse mais leve, 
já que eu ando bastante a pé. O legal dessa aqui é que ela não pesa nem 1kg e cabe bastante 
coisa nela.
Dá pra levar meu laptop com o carregador, o mouse, um caderno e ainda sobra bastante 
espaço pra levar outras coisas tipo uma garrafinha d’água, um guarda-chuva ou até uma blusa, 
não fica apertado.
Eu também gostei de alguns detalhes da mochila tipo o zíper, que parece ser bem resistente e
0 bolsinho de cima, que serve pra guardar o celular, é bem forrado. Achei que o acabamento 
tanto das costuras quanto dos materiais é muito bom.
Por isso tudo eu recomendo essa mochila, acho que ela é bem prática e a qualidade é muito 
boa, então tem um bom custo-benefício.
CONDIÇÃO 2 - TEXTO NEGATIVO
Avalie o conteúdo a seguir. É essencial que você realmente preste atenção, então leve o tempo 
que precisar.
Não gostei desta mochila
Por Luisa em 4 de maio de 2018
01 pessoal, vou falar um pouquinho sobre a mochila que comprei aqui pelo site. Eu estava 
procurando uma mochila que tivesse mais espaço para as minhas coisas e que fosse mais leve, 
já que eu ando bastante a pé. O problema dessa aqui é que ela pesa quase 1kg e não cabe 
muita coisa nela.
Dá pra levar meu laptop com o carregador, o mouse e um caderno, mas depois não sobra 
muito espaço pra outras coisas tipo uma garrafinha d’água, um guarda-chuva ou uma blusa, 
fica apertado.
Eu também não gostei de alguns detalhes da mochila tipo o zíper, que não parece ser bem 
resistente e o bolsinho de cima, que serve pra guardar o celular mas não é bem forrado. Achei 
que o acabamento tanto das costuras quanto dos materiais não é muito bom.
Por isso tudo eu não recomendo essa mochila, acho que ela não é muito prática e a qualidade 
também não é muito boa, então não tem um bom custo-benefício.
Com base no conteúdo que você avaliou, responda às questões a seguir:
(DV -  ATTITUDE) Eu acho que o produto é:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
49
não útil o o o o o o o útil
ruim o o o o o o o bom
inferior o o o o o o o superior
indesejável o o o o o o o desejável
desinteressante o o o o o o o interessante
não atraente o o o o o o o atraente
desagradável o o o o o o o agradável
(DV -  EVALUATION /WTB) Qual a probabilidade de você comprar esta mochila?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Pouco
Provável
(DV -  EVa
0 O O O O O O
\LUATION /WTP) Você estaria disposto(a) a pagar a mais por esta mochila






(DV -  EVa 
relação ao
0 O O O O O O
\LUATION /WTPP) Quanto você estaria disposto(a) a pagar por esta mochi 
seu preço médio?









(Manipulation check -  VIVIDNESS) Ainda com base no conteúdo que você avaliou, responda 
às questões abaixo de acordo com seu nível de concordância, considerando uma escala de sete 
pontos de 1 = “Discordo totalmente” a 7 = “Concordo totalmente”.
Discordo totalmente 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
A informação sobre
o produto chamou a O O O O O O O
minha atenção.
Eu prestei atenção à
informação sobre o O O O O O O O
produto.
A informação sobre
o produto teve O O O O O O O
apelo estético.
A informação sobre
o produto foi 
emocionalmente O O O O O O O
estimulante.
A informação sobre
o produto estimulou O O O O O O O
meus sentidos.
A informação sobre 
o produto foi clara. O O O O O O O
A informação sobre
o produto foi O O O O O O O
concreta.
A informação sobre
o produto foi O O O O O O O
realista.
A informação sobre
o produto me 
permitiu formar O O O O O O O
imagens mentais.
A informação sobre
o produto estimulou 




(M ediator -  Ease O f Imagining) Após analisar a informação sobre o produto...
i
Discordo totalmente 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Concordototalmente
... é fácil imaginar como
seria o desempenho do O O O O O O O
produto.
... é fácil me imaginar 
usando o produto. O O O O O O O
... é fácil me imaginar 
aproveitando o produto. O O O O O O O
(Manipulation check -  review valence) As opiniões expressadas na avaliação do produto foram:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Muito
positivas O O O O O O O
Muito
negativas
(Manipulation check -  review valence) Em geral, a avaliação foi mais positiva do que negativa.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo
totalmente O O O O O O O
Concordo
totalmente
Eu li atentamente o texto da avaliação.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo
totalmente O O O O O O O
Concordo
totalmente
A informação sobre o produto foi relevante.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo
totalmente O O O O O O O
Concordo
totalmente
A informação sobre o produto foi confiável.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo




Foi fácil lembrar das informações sobre o produto.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo
totalmente O O O O O O O
Concordo
totalmente
A informação sobre o produto foi suficiente.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo
totalmente O O O O O O O
Concordo
totalmente
A avaliação fornece informações úteis sobre o produto.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo
totalmente O O O O O O O
Concordo
totalmente
A avaliação me ajuda a entender/compreender o produto.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo
totalmente O O O O O O O
Concordo
totalmente
A avaliação me ajudou a tomar minha decisão.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo
totalmente O O O O O O O
Concordo
totalmente
(Manipulation check -- review valence) Em geral, a avaliação foi mais positiva do que negativa
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo
totalmente O O O O O O O
Concordo
totalmente
Para finalizar, por favor forneça algumas informações sobre você.
Gênero: O Masculino O Feminino O Outro
Idade
Nome (opcional)
Informe seu e-mail abaixo caso queira receber os resultados da pesquisa.





A pesquisa que você está prestes a responder tem como objetivo analisar uma avaliação de 
produto publicada na Internet. Lembramos que as suas respostas são totalmente confidenciais 
e serão utilizadas apenas para fins acadêmicos, sendo analisadas em conjunto. Você levará 
cerca de 10 minutos para concluir a sua participação. Muito obrigado!
Guilherme Conter - guilhermeconter@gmail.com
c o n d i ç ã o  1 - t e x t o  e x t r e m a m e n t e  p o s i t i v o
Por favor, leia a avaliação a seguir. É essencial que você realmente preste atenção, então leve 
o tempo que precisar.
Amei esta mochila para  notebook!
Publicada em 4 de agosto de 2018
Essa ótima mochila para notebook é toda preta e tem um design compacto que é muito bonito 
ao vivo. Ela possui duas divisões internas, um bolso na frente e outro em cima. Eu também 
adorei alguns detalhes como as alças das costas, que são muito confortáveis e tem um tecido 
bem macio. Além disso, os zíperes são muito fortes e muito práticos.
O legal dessa mochila é que ela é bem leve e com muito espaço interno. Cabe um notebook 
com fonte e mouse e ainda sobra bastante lugar para outras coisas tipo uma garrafinha ou uma 
blusa. E o bolsinho de cima para levar o celular ou um óculos é bem forrado e bem grande.
Portanto, dá pra dizer que essa é uma mochila de altíssima qualidade, com espaço e 
acabamento bem melhores que o padrão do mercado. Então definitivamente vou ficar com 
essa mochila!
CONDIÇÃO 2 - TEXTO NEUTRO
Por favor, leia a avaliação a seguir. É essencial que você realmente preste atenção, então leve 
o tempo que precisar.
Mochila para  notebook
Publicada em 4 de agosto de 2018
Essa mochila para notebook é toda preta e tem um design compacto que parece interessante 
mas é apenas normal ao vivo. Ela possui duas divisões internas, um bolso na frente e outro em 
cima. Também há outros detalhes como as alças das costas, que parecem razoavelmente 
confortáveis, apesar do tecido meio duro. Além disso os zíperes talvez não sejam muito 
práticos mas combinam com o design.
A mochila não é nem muito leve nem muito pesada e o espaço interno é mediano - cabe um 
notebook com fonte e mouse e talvez sobre lugar para outras coisas tipo uma garrafinha ou
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uma blusa. O bolsinho de cima é feito para guardar um celular ou um par de óculos, embora o 
forro e o tamanho sejam apenas adequados.
Portanto, dá pra dizer que essa é uma mochila de qualidade mediana, com espaço e 
acabamento no padrão de mercado, nem boa nem ruim.
CONDIÇÃO 3 - TEXTO EXTREM AM ENTE NEGATIVO
Por favor, leia a avaliação a seguir. É essencial que você realmente preste atenção, então leve 
o tempo que precisar.
Odiei essa mochila p a ra  notebook!
Publicada em 4 de agosto de 2018
Essa péssima mochila para notebook é toda preta e tem um design compacto que parece 
interessante, mas é muito feio ao vivo. Ela possui apenas duas divisões internas, um bolso na 
frente e um em cima. Eu detestei alguns detalhes como as alças das costas, que são 
desconfortáveis e com tecido duro e os zíperes, que são fracos e nada práticos.
O problema dessa mochila é que ela é pesada e com pouco espaço interno. Cabe um notebook 
mas depois não sobra muito lugar para levar outras coisas, como uma garrafinha ou uma 
blusa, pois fica muito apertado! E o bolsinho de cima para guardar um celular ou óculos é 
pequeno e pouco forrado.
Portanto, dá pra dizer que essa é uma mochila de baixíssima qualidade, com espaço e 
acabamento bem piores que o padrão do mercado. Definitivamente vou devolver essa 
mochila!
(DV -  ATTITUDE) Imagine que você está pensando em com prar um a mochila e, com 
base na avaliação que acabou de ver, responda às questões a seguir:
Eu acho que o produto é:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
não útil o o o o o o o útil
ruim o o o o o o o boa
inferior o o o o o o o superior
indesejável o o o o o o o desejável
desinteressante o o o o o o o interessante
não atraente o o o o o o o atraente
desagradável o o o o o o o agradável
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(DV -  EVALUATION /W TB) Você definitivamente com praria esta mochila.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo
totalmente o o o o o o o
Concordo
totalmente
(DV -  EVALUATION /W TP) Você estaria disposto(a) a pagar a mais por esta mochila?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Eu não 
pagaria
o o o o o o o Eu
pagaria
(DV -  EVALUATION /W TB) Q ual a probabilidade de você com prar esta mochila?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Pouco
Provável o o o o o o o
Muito
Provável
(DV -  EVALUATION /W TPP) Quanto você estaria disposto(a) a pagar por esta 
mochila em relação ao seu preço médio?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Muito
menos o o o o o o o
Muito
mais
Ainda com base na avaliação sobre a mochila, responda às questões abaixo de acordo 
com seu nível de concordância, considerando um a escala de sete pontos de 1 = “Discordo 
totalm ente” a 7 = “Concordo totalm ente”.
(M EDIATOR -  VIVIDNESS) Em relação às informações sobre a mochila apresentadas 
na avaliação:
Discordo totalmente 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Concordototalmente
As informações sobre
a mochila chamaram a 
minha atenção.
Eu prestei atenção às
o o o o o o o
informações sobre a 
mochila.
As informações sobre
o o o o o o o
a mochila tiveram 
apelo estético.
o o o o o o o
As informações sobre 
a mochila foram 
emocionalmente 
estimulantes.
As informações sobre 
a mochila estimularam 
meus sentidos.
As informações sobre 
a mochila foram 
claras.
As informações sobre 
a mochila foram 
concretas.
As informações sobre 
a mochila foram 
realistas.
As informações sobre 
a mochila me 
permitiram formar 
imagens mentais.
As informações sobre 









o o o o o o
o o o o o o
o o o o o o
o o o o o o
o o o o o o
o o o o o o
o o o o o o
(M EDIATOR -  EASE OF IM AGINING) Após analisar as informações sobre a 
mochila...
Discordo totalmente 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
...é fácil imaginar como 
seria o desempenho da 
mochila no dia a dia.
o o o o o o o
...é fácil me imaginar 
usando a mochila.
o o o o o o o
...é fácil me imaginar 
aproveitando a 
mochila.
o o o o o o o
Concordo
totalmente
Ainda imaginando que você quer comprar uma mochila e, com base nas informações 
apresentadas pela avaliação que viu, responda às questões a seguir de acordo com seu nível 
de concordância:
As informa ções sobre a mochila foram  relevantes.





0 O O O O O O
ções sobre a mochila foram  confiáveis.






0 O O O O O O
n b ra r  das informações sobre a mochila.






0 O O O O O O
ções sobre a mochila foram  suficientes.






0 O O O O O O
) fornece informações úteis sobre a mochila.






0 O O O O O O
me ajuda a entender/com preender a mochila.





O O O O O O O Concordo
totalmente
58
A avaliação me ajudaria  a tom ar um a decisão.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo
totalmente o o o o o o o
Concordo
totalmente
Imaginando que você está em busca de informações para comprar uma mochila, responda às 
questões a seguir de acordo com seu nível de concordância:
(M oderator check -  experience product) P ara  mim, é im portante poder ver a mochila 
para  avaliar seu desempenho.





0 o o o o o o
r check -  experience product) P ara  mim, é im portante poder tocar 
r  seu desempenho.








0 o o o o o o
check -  search product) Eu conseguiria avaliar adequadam ente a 
m informações fornecidas pelo fabricante sobre suas característica









0 o o o o o o
check -  search product) Eu consigo avaliar a qualidade da mochi 
ite vendo informações sobre ela.









Ainda com base na avaliação sobre a mochila que você viu no início desta pesquisa, 
responda às questões abaixo de acordo com seu nível de concordância:
Após ter visto a avaliação da mochila , eu me senti:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
mal o o o o o o o bem
incomodado o o o o o o o àvontade
desconfiado o o o o o o o confiante
(M anipulation check -  review valence) As opiniões expressadas na avaliação da mochila 
foram:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Muito
positivas o o o o o o o
Muito
negativas
(M anipulation check -  review valence) Em geral, a avaliação da mochila foi mais 
positiva do que negativa.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo
totalmente o o o o o o o
Concordo
totalmente
Eu li atentam ente o texto de avaliação da mochila.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo
totalmente o o o o o o o
Concordo
totalmente
Para  finalizar, por favor forneça algumas informações sobre você.




Você já  participou ou respondeu uma pesquisa semelhante a esta? o  Não o  Sim
